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DETAILED ACTION 
Remarks 

1 . In response to communications filed on 23 July 2008, claims 1,10, and 1 9 are 
amended and claims 6, 15-16, and 23 are cancelled. Claims 1-4, 7-12, 16-21, and 24- 
26 are pending in the application. 

Specification 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

In claim 10 of the instant application, a 'computer recordable medium' is claimed. 
However, the specification does not define 'computer recordable medium'. Thus, it is 
unclear what technology is encompassed by a computer recordable medium, and 
whether or not claim 10 and its dependent claims are directed towards statutory subject 
matter. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 1,10, and 1 9 are objected to because of the following informalities: the 
claims contain the limitation "wherein the normalizing results in a saved time per MB 
that is determined by the change in performance time for a summary table divided by 
the change in size for a summary table". However, it is unclear whether or not the same 
summary table is being referred to in each instance. Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, macliine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 1-4 and 6-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claims lack 
interaction or relationships between physical articles or objects to constitute a machine 
or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101 . They are clearly not a series of 
steps or acts to be a process nor are they a combination of chemical compounds to be 
a composition of matter. Though a system and computer device are claimed in 1 -4 and 
6-9, there is no interaction between the hardware system and the software elements. It 
is not clear exactly how the 'at least one computer device' is a functional part of the 
system, as no elements of the system either use it or are related to it in any way. 

6. Claims 10-12 and 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claims 
lack the necessary physical articles or objects to constitute a machine or a manufacture 
within the meaning of 35 USC 101 . They are clearly not a series of steps or acts to be a 
process nor are they a combination of chemical compounds to be a composition of 
matter. As such, they fail to fall within a statutory category. They are, at best, functional 
descriptive material per se. 

In this case, claims 10-12 and 16-18 are a program product stored on a 
'computer recordable medium'. As stated above, it is unclear from the specification 
exactly what technology this entails. 
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Descriptive material can be characterized as either "functional descriptive 
material" or "nonfunctional descriptive material." Both types of "descriptive material" are 
nonstatutory when claimed as descriptive material perse, 33 F.3d at 1360, 31 USPQ2d 
at 1759. When functional descriptive material is recorded on some computer-readable 
medium, it becomes structurally and functionally interrelated to the medium and will be 
statutory in most cases since use of technology permits the function of the descriptive 
material to be realized. Compare In re Lawry, 32 F.3d 1579, 1583-84, 32 USPQ2d 
1031, 1035 (Fed.Cir. 1994). 

Merely claiming nonfunctional descriptive material, i.e., abstract ideas, stored on 
a computer-readable medium, in a computer, or on an electromagnetic carrier signal, 
does not make is statutory. See Diehr, 450 U.S. at 185-186, 209 USPQ at 8 (noting that 
the claims for an algorithm in Benson were unpatentable as abstract ideas because 
"[t]he sole practical application of the algorithm was in connection with the programming 
of a general purpose computer."). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 

forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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8. Claims 1-3, 7-12, 16-21, and 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bakalash etal . (US Patent 6,385,604) in view of Brickell etal . (US 
Patent 6,678,676), and further in view of Witkowski et al . (US Patent 7,379,933). 

As to claim 1 , Bakalash et al . teaches a summary table manager for managing 
summary tables in an OLAP (OnLineAnalytical Processing database system) (see 
Bakalash et al . 10:47-11:8), comprising: 

at least one computer device (see 9:21-28); 

Bakalash et al . does not explicitly teach: 

a query analysis system that displays a set of proposed summary tables based 
on query statistics gathered for a set of inputted queries; 
Brickell et al . teaches: 

a query analysis system that displays a set of proposed summary tables based 
on query statistics gathered for a set of inputted queries (see 5:50-6:15); 
Bakalash et al . as modified teaches: 

a system for calculating a performance measure for each of the proposed 
summary tables based on the query statistics (see Brickell et al . 5:50-6:15), wherein the 
performance measure is a combination of both time saved and summary table size (see 
Brickell et al . 9:15-25), wherein the performance measure for a proposed summary 
table is determined by identifying a first set of execution queries that utilized 
characteristics exactly matching a proposed summary table (see Brickell et al . 6:18-46 
and 5:66-67), 
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Bakalash et al . as modified does not explicitly teach: 

identifying a second set of execution queries that utilized different subsets of 

characteristics found in the proposed summary table, 

Witkowski et al . teaches: 

identifying a second set of execution queries that utilized different subsets of 
characteristics found in the proposed summary table (see 4:52-55 and 6:52-53 and 
Table 1 , in column 4. Query 1 exactly matches MV1 , while Query 2 can be answered 
with different subsets of characteristics from both MV1 and MV2), 

Bakalash et al . as modified teaches: 

and merging performance data from first set of execution queries with 
performance data from the second set of execution queries (see Brickell et al . Table 1 , 
column 6, and 6:35-46 and 8:29-65. Summary tables are measured in relation to each 
query that would have used the summary table. Also see 9:15-33), and 

a system for normalizing performance measures determined for summary tables 
that are based on different fact tables (see Brickell et al . 5:1-7 and 5:31-50. Summary 
tables are based on different fact tables), wherein the normalizing results in a saved 
time per MB that is determined by the change in performance time for a summary table 
divided by the change in size for a summary table (see Brickell et al . 8:28-65. A benefit 
measure is calculated for each summary table. The benefit measure calculates a speed 
increase, total time / (total time - time saved). Time saved is determined from the SDR 
factor multiplied by the average execution time (see 8:46-54). Thus, you have total time 
/ (total time - (total time * SDR)). SDR is a change in size for a summary table, in that it 
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determined by the difference in size between a fact table and its summary table (see 
8:35-45). Total time is an average time based on all execution queries, and thus a 
'change in performance time'. So, the benefit measure calculated by Brickell et al . is a 
change in performance time divided by a change in size. Also see 9:12-33 and Figure 3, 
in which speed benefit is compared to a size in MB). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Bakalash et al . by the teachings of 
Brickell etal .. since Brickell et al . teaches "The one or more summaries are preferably 
determined by causing the processor to propose a number of summaries, determine the 
improvement achieved by using the proposed summaries and, select one or more of the 
summaries in accordance with the improvement achieved using the summary. Thus, 
this ensures that summaries which result in the most benefit are used" (see 2:28-34). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have further modified Bakalash et al . by the teachings of 
Witkowski et al .. since Witkowski et al . teaches that "Furthermore, if some but not all of 
the groupings in an aggregate query can be computed from a summary table, then 
query rewrite is barred, even though there may be summary table from which some of 
the groupings in the aggregate query may be computed. In this case, a database 
system is forced to fully compute the aggregate query from the base tables, a far more 
expensive way to compute an aggregate query than computing it from a summary table. 
Based on the foregoing, it is desirable to provide a query rewrite process not subject to 
the limitation discussed above" (see 5:33-42). 
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As to claims 2, 1 1 , and 20, Bakalash at al . as modified teaclies wlierein tine set of 
proposed summary tables is determined based on characteristics utilized in the set of 
inputted queries (see Brickell et al . 6:16-46). 

As to claims 3, 12, and 21 , Bakalash et al . as modified teaches wherein the 
performance measure comprises an estimated amount of time saved for using the 
proposed summary tables (see Brickell et al . 3:19-24) 

As to claims 7, 16, and 24, Bakalash et al . as modified teaches further 
comprising a performance analysis system that determines an actual performance value 
of each proposed summary table using feedback from the OLAP database system (see 
Brickell et al . 2:62-3:15). 

As to claim 8, 17, and 25, Bakalash et al . as modified teaches wherein the 
performance analysis system compares statistics for queries using identical 
characteristics that are obtained before and after creation of a proposed summary table 
(see Brickell et al . 2:62-3:15). 

As to claim 9, 18, and 26, Bakalash et al . teaches further comprising an 
evaluation system that automatically deletes low performing summary tables (see 
Brickell et al . 4:5-10 and 7:5-10). 
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As to claims 10 and 19, see tlie rejection to claim 1 above. 

9. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bakalash 
et al . (US Patent 6,385,604) in view of Brickell etal . (US Patent 6,678,676), in view of 
Witkowski etal . (US Patent 7,379,933), and further in view of Dias et al . (US Patent 
6,317778). 

As to claim 4, Bakalash et al . as modified teaches the method of claim 1 . 

Bakalash et al . as modified does not explicitly teach wherein the combination of 
time saved and summary table size is a multiplication of time saved and summary table 
size. 

Dias et al . teaches wherein the combination of time saved and summary table 
size is a multiplication of time saved and summary table size (see 5:32-46. Division is a 
type of multiplication (ie multiplication by an inverse). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Bakalash et al . by the teachings of Dias 
et al ., since Dias et al . teaches that "Based on a chosen metric, measuring system 
performance, scores or desirability values may be calculated and assigned to objects. 
Desirability values may provide an evaluation (or an estimate) of improved system 
performance resulting from replacement and/or duplication of an object in a cache" (see 
5:4-9). In addition to this, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time 
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the invention was made to have modified Bakalash et al. by the teachings of Dias et al . 
to include this feature to normalize the time saved by the size as they both effect the 
performance of the system and thus the measure would be more accurate. 

Response to Arguments 

1 0. Applicant's arguments filed 23 July 2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that "nowhere does Brickell teach or suggest 'a system for 
normalizing performance measures.' Brickell merely discloses a Summary to Detail 
Reduction Factor (SDR), which is a value between 0 and 1 formed by the division of the 
number of rows in a new summary table by the number of rows in the summary table it 
replaces". It is noted that the 'detail tables' referred to in this part of Brickell et al . are not 
additional summary tables, but rather entire fact tables (see 4:59-67). 

Applicant continues "Since Brickell's SDR makes no comparison between 
different factors (i.e. time and space), it fails to truly normalize the performance measure 
and allow for comparison between summary tables. Brickell's SDR needs additional 
information in order to create any form of standardization; for example, Brickell points 
out that the SDR must be applied to "average execution time per day" in order to make 
useful estimations". It is noted that Brickell et al . does teach in which the SDR (change 
in size for a summary table) is used in conjunction with the "average execution time per 
day" (a change in performance time). Also see the rejection to claim 1 , above. 
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Applicant then states "assuming, arguendo, that Brickell teaches a system for 
normalizing, Brickell still fails to teach normalizing that results in a 'saved time per MB 
that is determined by the change in performance time for a summary table divided by 
the change in size for a summary table'. Brickell's SDR, as disclosed above, is a 
storage to storage comparison that results in a factor with no units. Such a factor is not 
equivalent to a saved timer per MB normalization, because such a factor Is not formed 
by the division of a change in performance time by a change in size". However, 
Examiner notes that the complete equation used to measure benefit of a summary table 
In Brickell et al . Is as follows: total time / (total time - time saved). 

As explained In 8:35-56, time saved is equal to a step wherein the SDR factor Is 
applied to this average execution time per day and "the SDR therefore represents the 
factor by which the query execution time is reduced for a given query, by having the 
summary table present". As the SDR, which is a measurement of a change In size of a 
summary table from a detail table, is a component of 'time saved', it is obvious that the 
SDR is being used to divide the 'total time'. A 'total time', or a measurement of the 
average execution time of all queries, is a change in performance time, as it represents 
an average of the times, rather than a single exact performance time. So, a change in 
performance time is being divided by a change in size in Brickell et al . 



Conclusion 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CHARLES D. ADAMS whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3938. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM, M - F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571) 272-4085. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/C. D. A./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2164 
/Charles Rones/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2164 



